If anyone has ever, anywhere, set eyes clearly on rhetoric -the science of speaking well -so that he is capable of truly recognizing its face; and if that man then enters upon Scripture, of which we speak here, without either being half asleep or blinded by a cloud of malevolence, he is not wrong in saying that rhetoric is especially prominent there.
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Inimitable sources : Canonical texts and rhetorical theory in the Greek, Latin, Arabic, and Hebrew Traditions
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If anyone has ever, anywhere, set eyes clearly on rhetoric -the science of speaking well -so that he is capable of truly recognizing its face; and if that man then enters upon Scripture, of which we speak here, without either being half asleep or blinded by a cloud of malevolence, he is not wrong in saying that rhetoric is especially prominent there.
1
Not the Juris-consult, … not the Dialectic Th eologist … not the Historian … not the Preacher … not the Grammarian …, not the Lexicographer …, not one of them is capable of treading those paths, or of obtaining any thing from the depths of these hidden truths, but he who has excelled in those two sciences, special and peculiar to the Qur'an, viz., the sciences of composing, and of understanding when composed, rhetorically and well-arranged sentences -… by a fi xed resolution to acquire a knowledge of the word of God, and an ardent desire to have explained the miracles of His messenger.
Introduction
Th e statements given here as epigraphs were formulated in the early twelft h century (the fourth slightly later, around 1180) by a monk, a scholar, a rabbi, and an archbishop, in such distant places as Cologne, Old-Ürgench (present-day Turkmenistan), Spanish Castile, and Constantinople. Written by outstanding personalities, they all proceed from the same assumption, namely that one specifi c, canonical text (be it the Latin Old Testament, the Qur'ān, the Hebrew Bible, or the Homeric corpus) represents a key, or indeed the key, to show and describe the workings of rhetorical discourse in the respective linguistic and literary system. Even more signifi cantly, they all share the view that it is precisely by commenting on those canonical texts, or by selecting from them specifi c examples, that rhetoric can best be understood and learned, since not only fi gures, tropes, and genre markers but sometimes even codifi ed rhetorical precepts happen to feature within the texts themselves. Th e present chapter sketches the archaeology of the four statements, in an attempt to describe summarily the -oft en widely divergent -traditions lying behind them: In other words, it tries to assess the impact of canonical texts in the learned practice of conceptualizing rhetoric as a discipline in its own right; and "rhetoric" will be understood throughout as the science of "style and delivery, " in the Ramist sense of elocution and literary aesthetics, rather than as a full-fl edged philosophical and ethical ideal or practice. 5 As the study of "multicultural rhetoric" has recently begun to claim, this conceptualization surfaces sooner or later in a large number of cultures. For example, the idea that "neither in India nor in China did rhetoric become a separate discipline with a fully developed theory, its own logical structure, and a corpus of pragmatic handbooks" 6 ought to be reconsidered: Xing Lu has shown how rhetorical consciousness developed in China between the fi ft h and the third centuries BCE, in a variety of forms that are oft en at odds with the Western tradition but can fruitfully be compared with it. For example, Han Feizi's description of the techniques of public speaking does share some analogies with its (almost contemporary) Greek counterparts, if one makes allowance for the obvious diff erences in social order and cultural system, and for the ubiquitous link with ethical teaching in Chinese learning; 7 even more conspicuously, who could deny that Liu Xie's extraordinary Carving of the Dragons (late fi ft h century CE) represents a full-fl edged rhetorical handbook, albeit articulated in categories slightly how the selection of a foundational text for rhetorical purposes can aff ect (or proceed from) the ethnic, linguistic, and religious identity of the culture involved, and of how it can interact with coeval concerns in the domains of literary criticism, philosophy, and religion.
Th is descriptive approach, carrying all the limits of my background as a classicist with a superfi cial knowledge of Semitic traditions, is far from exhausting such a potentially wide topic; indeed, it might open up even more questions than it answers. But it will have a raison d' être if in the process some connections, analogies, and diff erences between various cultural traditions become apparent to the reader.
Eustathius
Toward the end of the twelft h century, in the last phase of the extraordinary cultural movement known in Byzantium as the Comnenian Renaissance, the archbishop Eustathius of Th essalonica, one of the most learned men of his time, completed what is by far the longest and most erudite medieval commentary on the Homeric poems. Being himself a professor of rhetoric in the patriarchal school of Constantinople, 15 he obviously paid a great deal of attention to the tropes, the fi gures, and the stylistic peculiarities of both Iliad and Odyssey , with a special focus on what Hermogenes (second century CE), perhaps the most infl uential theoretician of Greek rhetoric, called "ideas, " or "qualities of style, " as well as on the features that might inspire a mimetic practice on the part of modern writers and orators. 16 However, Eustathius was by no means the fi rst scholar to recommend the study of the poems for the purpose of teaching and illustrating rhetorical principles, or to consider Homer as the "father" of rhetoric: In both directions, he walked in the footsteps of a very old tradition, deeply rooted into the Hellenistic and the imperial ages.
Th e most detailed extant evidence for a rhetorical treatment of Homer is contained in a treatise wrongly ascribed to Plutarch, entitled On the Life and Poetry of Homer II , now generally dated to the early second century CE: Th e purpose of this text is to argue for the absolute excellence of the two epic poems in all sorts of disciplines, from astronomy to law, from grammar to ethics. 17 Th is admiration for Homer "the father of all, " not uncommon in Greek culture, 18 is immediately concretized in a painstaking catalog of the stylistic devices found in the poems, which thus become touchstones of rhetorical skill much in the same way as Homer's language and grammar were regarded by some ancient critics as the touchstones of hellenismos (sound Greek).
19 Tropes ( tropoi : deviations from "nature" in the use of an individual word) and fi gures ( schemata : deviations in the arrangement of words or in the cast of thought), but also broader stylistic devices ("economy" of speech, disposition of proems, ethical characterization, strategies to persuade crowds, suspense, compassion, etc.), could all be found in a paradigmatic form in one or more passages of the epics: 20 Th is proved that Homer had consciously used them, paving the way for all subsequent writers, poets, and orators.
Th e idea that Homer's poetry in its very wording and style (i.e., not only as a repository of myths and topics for rhetorical exercices) 21 could be useful for orators composing their own speeches designed for the assembly, for the court, or for an epideictic performance was not an obvious one: For one thing, Homer is a poet, not a prose writer, and he uses a centuries-old language, far remote from Attic and never actually spoken by anyone. Still, there is a threefold rationale for the development of this idea, which explains inter alia the crop of Homeric references in such distant works as Aristotle's Rhetoric (fourth century BCE, perhaps the fi rst thorough systematization of the entire discipline), Hermogenes' oeuvre (the discipline's normative code throughout later Greek history), 22 (c) Homer did in fact consciously intersperse his own poetry with rhetorical fi gures, because he wanted it to fulfi ll a didactic purpose. 27 When Eustathius of Th essalonica denies this assumption in passing ("the poet does not intend to teach the art of rhetoric"), 28 he does so in order less to undermine Homer's validity as a teacher, in which he deeply believes, than to cautiously limit the scope of his teaching to general tools and ideas (i.e.: Don't expect Homer to spell out one by one all the diff erent techniques of speech).
Th ese assumptions inevitably touch upon such crucial issues as the ancient views on the origins of rhetoric and the status of Homer as a livre de culture . To begin with, it must be stressed that whereas grammar as a discipline, though in many ways conceived and implied by Stoic scholars and early Alexandrian philologists, received its fi rst codifi cation in handbook form well into the Hellenistic age (fi rst century BCE), 29 rhetoric had a much older pedigree. Whichever date we choose for its rise, 30 it is apparent that the great Athenian orators of the fourth century already displayed an increasing theoretical consciousness, 31 and that by the age of Aristotle (that is, well before the foundation of the library at Alexandria) some of the main tools of analysis for rhetorical discourse were already in existence, no matter when exactly they acquired the shape of a handbook -probably not before the mid-fourth century, at any rate certainly not in the age of the mythical Achaean heroes Nestor, Odysseus, and Palamedes, as Socrates humorously suggests in Plato's Phaedrus (261b-c).
As a matter of fact, the ancients themselves invoked diff erent starting points for rhetoric:
32 Th e most popular inventors featured on the one side 26 Strabo, Geography 1.2.6. 27 See, e.g., the bT-scholium to Iliad 1.366a Erbse ed., calling the poet rhetorikos : "Because the poet is interested in rhetoric and wants to teach us the fi gure of recapitulation, he tells us the same things again from the beginning" (Sluiter 1999 , pp. 176-79 34 What is more important, however, is that the idea of the heroes as orators could be implicitly derived from the poems themselves, for example, from Antenor's famous speech in Iliad 3.212-24, where the character apparently distinguishes two (or three) rhetorical styles when describing the eloquence of Menelaus and Odysseus. 35 Indirect allusions within the very text of the Iliad also fuel the other common assumption (lying at the heart of Ps.-Plutarch's On the Life and Poetry of Homer II ) that Homer himself, rather than any of his characters, should in fact be regarded as the "father of rhetoric": Widely invoked meta-literary passages include the reference to Achilles' education as a "speaker of words" (a rheter : See Iliad 9.442-43, along with the bT-scholium on 9.443a Erbse ed.), the apparent hint to contests of declamation in the Achaean assemblies ( Iliad 15.283-84), and more generally the strong accent laid throughout the epics upon persuasion and credibility. 36 Answering King Philip of Macedonia's inquiry about Homer's view of rhetoric, Alexander the Great allegedly answered: "I believe that he admired the study, father, else he would never have introduced Phoenix as a teacher of Achilles in the art of discourse. "
37 From this stance to the idea that Homer wrote the epics in order to actually teach (among other things) rhetorical devices, the step was rather small, and was oft en made. 42 may ring familiar to our ears, but it was not entirely self-evident in Hellenistic times (third-fi rst centuries BCE), when critics at Alexandria denied that he had a "modern" and thus factually correct knowledge of disciplines such as philosophy, geography, and astronomy. Perhaps the greatest supporters of Homer's omniscience were the Stoic philosophers 43 and a group of philologists active at Pergamon in Asia Minor in the second century BCE, namely Crates of Mallos (the head of the local library) and his followers and successors, the so-called kritikoi . 44 An important passage in Philodemus of Gadara's fragmentarily preserved On Rhetoric (fi rst century BCE) about Homer's role as the founder of rhetoric may in fact allude precisely to Stoic doctrines, showing how controversial and yet widespread they were in their own day. 45 Th e city of Pergamon plays a crucial role in our story, both in its Hellenistic and in its imperial status. One of its sons, the grammarian Telephus, who acted as a private teacher to Lucius Verus in Rome and must have lived more or less a generation before Galen (thus late-fi rst-mid-second century CE), wrote a lost treatise, On Homer's (Rhetorical) Figures 48 In the latter work, scenes from Homer (together with passages from Euripides, Demosthenes, and others; but Homer has the lion's share) are quoted and discussed not in praise of the poet but rather in the construction and shaping of a rhetorical theory, that is, in what can be considered a real handbook of the discours fi guré for a didactic purpose: 49 how to use metaphors, how to deliver diplomatic messages, how to control outbursts of rage, how to speak to kings and rulers, and so on.
Th e identifi cation of Telephus as this common source is not generally accepted today: For one thing, it does not account for the occurrence of similar ideas in Quintilian's Institutio oratoria (late fi rst century CE), an earlier work already insisting on Homer as the inventor of rhetoric and as an inimitable model. 50 However, even if Telephus's lost treatise was just a distinguished item in a long-standing fashion of Homeric exegesis (and not its source), it still seems to be the closest we get to the idea of a handbook of rhetoric structured around the stylistic uses of the Iliad and the Odyssey , an analysis of rhetorical issues and categories on the basis of a series of Homeric passages. 51 
54
Most of what we know about Telephus is the titles of his works; another very remarkable one is On the Harmony Between Homer and Plato , and it clearly refers to a key topic in the allegorical and philological tradition of imperial times. 55 Telephus's titles are all the more signifi cant given his prestige as an imperial teacher and given the cultural pedigree of his hometown, Pergamon (the city of Crates but also, in later times, the city of Galen, one of the most infl uential intellectuals and doctors of his time): One can reasonably surmise that these works extolling Homer's reputation represented less the idiosyncratic obsession of a defensor Homeri than an intellectual move propaedeutic to a reevaluation of Homer as a "canonical text" in the strong sense, that is, not only as a vehicle of Greek identity in the diffi cult task of "being Greek under Rome" but more specifi cally as a still-valuable carrier of morphological and syntactical forms, phrasings, tropes, fi gures, and ideas to be exploited even by modern orators in their public performances. 56 Th is is, aft er all -as we have seen -the argument made about Homer's style ten centuries later in the commentaries of Eustathius of Th essalonica.
All this leads us to two preliminary conclusions. Th e fi rst one, on a more technical level, concerns the mutual relationship between commentaries and treatises: Th e treatises on Homer's rhetoric (from Telephus to the relevant section of Ps.-Plutarch) probably drew on a preexisting heritage of Homeric exegesis, rather than vice versa -which means that a series of more or less scattered explanatory remarks on the Homeric text were eventually collected by rhetoricians and woven into a broader analysis of Greek (poetic) discourse. Th is argument is of special importance, because scholia -in the form we now mostly possess them, that is, as marginal notes in medieval manuscripts -are oft en the heirs to very old explanations, stratifi ed over the centuries; if we persuade ourselves that Ps.-Plutarch, in this matter as in many others, has rather drawn on scholia than infl uenced them, and if we agree that the scholia, as opposed to the bulky commentary by Eustathius Th e second conclusion is more wide-ranging, and it concerns the choice of Homer as a touchstone for rhetorical skill and as a paradigm for good and sound writing. Th is choice was partly connected with the preeminence Homer enjoyed in the fi eld of grammatical teaching, which generally preceded rhetorical studies; however, teachers of grammar and teachers of rhetoric were diff erent, and did not necessarily keep the same textbooks.
58 Th e adoption of Homer in the teaching of rhetoric (as of other disciplines) had the advantage of implying a strong feeling of identity, all the more so in the city of Pergamon, which was one of its cradles as well as one of its hotspots, for there Homer was paramount in art (the altar of Pergamon probably has epic subtexts; 59 the famous relief of the Apotheosis of Homer was executed by the sculptor Archelaos from the nearby Priene) and even received divine honors (the scholar Crates of Mallos performed cults in a sanctuary known as a Homereion ); 60 and even more in the late Hellenistic age, when rhetoric fought its decisive battle against philosophy, and later in the age of Hadrian and the Antonines, a crucial time for a new defi nition of Greek identity in the Roman Empire.
We have mentioned the second-century BCE quarrel that opposed philosophers and rhetoricians:
61 It must be stressed that this quarrel was rather a matter of self-positioning and self-promotion within the broader frame of Hellenistic culture than a case of substantial, ideological disagreement. However, the rhetoricians, in the wake of Hermagoras of Temnos and other leading fi gures, attempted to demonstrate that their discipline was indeed a techne and that it had but recently -since the times of Corax and Tisias -achieved this epistemological and scientifi c status:
62 Th is is, for example, why the debated, anonymous text known as prolegomenon 17 to Hermogenes proudly and categorically rules out the derivation of rhetoric from the gods or from the Homeric heroes. 63 On the other hand, many Th e long chapter devoted to this issue in the landmark of ancient theory, Quintilian's Institutio oratoria (2.17), ends up in a sort of compromise (rhetoric is a "natural" discipline but it must be aided by art), and it represents an excellent summary of the arguments pro and contra, attesting to the liveliness of this debate; again in the early second century the orator Aelius Aristides (another habitué of Pergamon) also devoted special attention to the topic, dwelling at length on the stylistic peculiarities of Homeric characters, on Telemachus's quality as a public orator, and more generally on the alleged presence of rhetorical tenets in Homer's poetry. 64 Th is quarrel, as we have seen, originated as a battle for cultural preeminence and infl uence within the culture of the Roman world -and it is interesting to see that Homer and his heroes enjoyed pride of place in the arguments of both parties.
It might be even more surprising to realize that the debate has not been entirely settled down to the present day: While many scholars have attempted to describe Homer's art of speech (and especially the speeches of his characters) in the frame of a self-conscious refi nement of oral patterns, 65 others have indicated, exactly in the wake of Quintilian and Ps.-Plutarch, how many features in Homer's poems point to an explicit knowledge of rhetoric as a structured discipline -for example, in terms of speaker's credibility, techniques of persuasion, lies, and truthfulness (the Th ersites episode and the peira in Iliad book 2; Odysseus at Scheria and Ithaca, etc.). 66 Even contemporary theoreticians of literature refer to a "politisches Modell" (Tisias, Corax, and Syracuse) and a "homerisches Modell" (innate ability of speech) as two opposite categories for explaining the rise of rhetoric. 67 Th is reappraisal of Homer's role might help nuance our somewhat fossilized image of linguistic and stylistic Atticism, 68 and it hints of a broader interest in literature even in the post-eventum of that "rationalization of discourse" which occurred in Greek and Roman intellectual culture through the fi rst century CE. 69 Above all, I believe that we should consider Homer as a persistently active stimulus in the domain of rhetorical teaching and in the self-defi nition of rhetoric: not a passively "inimitable" author, nor an indefi nite ideal of perfection confi ned to a remote archetypal existence, 70 but rather a text that had to be studied and perused because in manifold ways it could help greatly in the shaping of Greek discourse and of Greek identity (and thereby, in the long run, of the Western ones as well).
Rupert
Greek debates, however focused on the paradigmatic status of their own canonical author par excellence, could not possibly leave the Romans uninterested: Not only, as we have just seen, are Cicero and Quintilian among our chief sources for the Hellenistic controversy between philosophers and rhetoricians, but also a culture keen on the ideal of the vir bonus dicendi peritus (good man, skilled in speaking) predictably spotted in such a character as Homer's Phoenix the roots of the blending between ethic and rhetoric. 71 However, we also see the rise of a comparable approach to Virgil. Little is known about the prehistory of the study of Virgil as a paradigm of rhetorical expression, and much would be clearer if we could read the text of Florus's Was Virgil an Orator or a Poet? (dated, again, to the early second century CE) 72 beyond its slender introduction, which is totally irrelevant to the topic; or if shadowy fi gures such as Arusianus Messius or Julius Rufi nianus were something more for us than mere names. 73 What is likely, however, is that the image of Virgil as a source of universal knowledgean image supported even by such an archaist writer as Gellius in his Attic Nights -must have prompted at least some scholars to regard the Mantuan poet as a model of rhetoric as well. 74 To be sure, the fi rst extant handbook that builds a theory of rhetorical devices around the text of Virgil, stressing the political dimension of the 69 If you pay careful attention to the epic of Maro and grasp its meaning correctly, you will discover in the poet a perfect rhetor, and hence you will understand that Virgil should not have been taught by grammarians, but by the best of the orators. For he will show you the art of speech at its fullest, as we have posited at several places by way of examples.
75
While it is still unclear, for chronological and philological reasons, whether Claudius Donatus inherited single elements of the rhetorical analysis of Virgil from Servius's commentary or vice versa, 76 the importance of a handbook conceived in this way cannot be overestimated, not only because we fi nd here a perfect counterpart to Ps.-Plutarch's chapters on Homeric style (and most probably to Telephus's lost work On Homer's Rhetoric ; see section 2 of this chapter), but also because within a couple of centuries this approach was to represent an obvious starting point for rhetorical analyses of the biblical text -in other words, for the tradition leading straight to the second of our four men, Rupert of Deutz.
In a very schematic way, we might identify the turning point in this story with Augustine of Hippo, a younger contemporary of Tiberius Claudius Donatus. 77 Th is is not to deny or to underrate a lively tradition of Greek Christian exegesis: It is true, for example, that Origen in the third century CE had already off ered some decisive contributions toward the rhetorical analysis of the text of the Septuagint, adopting this approach in his philological work. 78 However, book 4 of Augustine's On Christian Doctrine is doubtless the fi rst writing in which scholars and preachers are provided with a systematic descriptive and prescriptive treatment of the rhetorical devices found in the Bible: Th e book is presented not only as a holy text but also as an eloquent one, so as to refute the pagan scholars who were celebrating the superiority of "their language over that of our authors" (4.6.10). Augustine's argument, which hardly ever tackles the Hebrew text directly but for the most part relies on such "divinely inspired" translations as Jerome's (see 75 "Th e learned must realize that our authors have employed the modes of all the forms of expression that grammarians using the Greek term call tropes; more precisely, rhetorical devices are immanent to the divine books, which even contain some of their very names, such as allegory, riddle, parable. " It is for this reason that a few decades later the statesman and writer Cassiodorus, in his commentary on the Psalms, while treating the diff erent pieces of that biblical book as a sort of laboratory and classifying them according to the diff erent genres of oratory, can still claim that he is not superimposing any meaning or category from the outside 79 but rather elucidating the devices as they appear within the frame of the text:
Someone however may say: the premises of syllogisms, the names of fi gures, the terms for the disciplines, and other items of this kind are not found at all in the psalms. But they are clearly found in force of meaning, not in the utterance of words; in this sense we see wine in vines, a harvest in the seed, foliage in roots, fruits in branches, and trees conceptually in nuts.
80
Augustine and Cassiodorus, with their apologetic enthusiasm, end up viewing rhetoric as a body of knowledge revealed in scripture and crucial to its understanding. Th ey thus pave the way for a long-standing Western tradition of rhetorical teaching applied to the Bible, reaching well into the Middle Ages, when it enjoys pride of place among other exegetical trends. the Heptateuch , but he is also essentially applying the same method Tiberius Claudius Donatus had used for Virgil. It is the merit of Ulrich Schindel to have shown that this transition from pagan to Christian rhetoric, achieved by the scholarly tradition we have just outlined, was not a medieval outcome and was carried out in practice by means of the confessional adaptation of one specifi c text, namely the Ars of another, more famous Donatus (fourth century), a Virgilio-centric grammatical and rhetorical treatise that was one of the most infl uential of its kind throughout Late Antiquity, and of course counted among the sources of Tiberius Claudius Donatus as well.
83 Th e Christianized version of Donatus's Ars was a common source for Bede, Isidore of Seville, and other authors, and it must have been produced between the fi ft h and the sixth centuries, perhaps in Italy. 84 Th us, when in the early decades of the twelft h century, in a monastery near Cologne, the Belgian abbot Rupert of Deutz wrote the sentence quoted at the beginning of this chapter, he was relying on a tradition of exegesis and handbooks that stretched back to Late Antique, Augustan, and even Hellenistic forerunners. Rupert's goal, in an age full of cultural ferment (the age of such philosophers and theologians as Peter Lombard and Abelard), was less to instruct about rhetoric than to "return us to the reading of Scripture itself, armed with a greater understanding of how skilfully Scripture perfects its discourse and purveys its message of salvation":
85 As a matter of fact, the rhetorical analysis of the Bible is but one of the many chapters of his bulky essay On the Holy Trinity and Its Workings , a comprehensive description of the Creation and of its wonders.
Among other things, Rupert argues, the style of the Bible is surprising: "Its style is so simple that anyone would believe himself able to imitate it, and so profound that virtually no one would prove himself capable of matching its character. "
86 Th is idea of inimitability, comparable to Quintilian's declaration about Homer (see section 2 earlier in this chapter and note 50 ), makes for a perfect transition to our brief overview of the Arabic tradition: We have to pay a visit to a scholar investigating the rhetoric of the Qur'ān in the heart of Asia. 
Al-Zamakhsharī
Arabic rhetorical doctrine was not especially quick to conceive of itself as an autonomous discipline: Th e study of balāgha (a rough equivalent of our idea of "rhetoric" in the technical and linguistic sense, as opposed to khat āba as the "philosophical" science of speaking, however crude this distinction may be) 87 did not grow immediately out of the extraordinarily developed science of grammar:
88 In Ibn al-Nadīm's Fihrist (ca. 970-80) it still appeared on its way toward offi cial codifi cation, 89 a stage it attained only in al-Sakkākī's (d. 1229) encyclopedic work. 90 Before that, balāgha acquired an increasingly important status during the tenth century, chiefl y aft er the work of al-Mu'tazz (d. 908) and Qudāma ibn Ja'far (d. 932 or 948). In their attempt to describe the essential stylistic devices of Arabic discourse (meter, rhyme, word form, and word meaning), these early scholars had no corpus of public speeches at their disposal, and they thus sift ed the poetical production of pre-Islamic as well as of Islamic times, with al-Mu'tazz deserving a very important place because of his interest in the badī ' , the innovative and hotly debated syntactical, phonological, and semantical fi gures of speech employed by the "new" poets of the Abbasid period, possibly inherited from an earlier tradition of prose writing.
91
It should be stressed from the outset that no stage in the history of Arabic balāgha appears to have been radically infl uenced by Greek doctrine: Aristotle's works were translated quite early, but they aff ected the philosophical tradition rather than the more strictly rhetorical one; furthermore, contacts of the Arabs with Late Antique and Christian schools certainly have to be assumed, 92 but this intercourse may have suggested single elements or inputs rather than the creation of a new branch of learning. 93 For one thing, the very basis of Aristotle's codifi cation, namely the articulation into genres, remained necessarily foreign to a world where most genres simply did not exist.
94
Th e real turning point in the history of Arabic rhetorical doctrine was marked precisely by the incorporation of the canonical text as an object of study:
95 All the most important treatises on style, fi gures, and so on, from the tenth century down to al-Sakkākī, tackle or presuppose more or less directly a dogma inherent to the community's canonical text: the so-called i'jāz (inimitability) of the Qur'ān. 96 In its simplest form, the i'jāz starts from the assumption that the Qur'ān is a miracle, the only miracle of Mohammad, inscribed within the Qur'ān itself, 97 surpassing any human power and centered on an uncreated language and on a beautiful style just as the miracles of Moses and Jesus were centered on magic and medicine respectively.
98
Th is inimitability amounts to the idea that no speaker of Arabic can possibly (etymologically speaking, it is a matter of "capability"; i.e., no one is able to) produce a more perfect, more convincing, formally better thought-out text than the uncreated, God-sent text of the Qur'ān; imitation has led impious writers to utter failures and should never be attempted again.
99
Th e Qur'ān was not of course absent from scholarly speculation on style prior to the i'jāz dogma: Exegetes from al-Farrā' to Ibn Qutayba tackled diffi cult passages in the Qur'ān with the tools of rhetorical doctrine, 100 and al-Mu'tazz himself justifi ed many of the badī' by spotting their presence within the holy text. On the whole, however, it can be said that the attention paid by exegetes to the various features of Arabic poetry, including the Qur'ān, "was the outcome of a long process, the confl uence of theological speculations and philological subtleties. "
101 It was only at this point that a text already "believed to contain every form of knowledge that a child can need" 102 could be read in schools not just for its grammatical, ethical, or indeed religious value but also as a literary masterpiece; the way was paved for the statement by al-Zamakhsharī quoted as one of the epigraphs to this chapter.
103
Two apparent paradoxes must be clarifi ed here: First of all, the Qur'ān is not properly speaking a work of poetry (even if Martin Luther believed the opposite) 104 : Having been revealed to an "illiterate" man such as Mohammad, it does not respect or fulfi ll the traditional requirements of Arabic poetry. However, aft er the widespread acceptance of the dogma of i'jāz , the Qur'ān was proclaimed as belonging to a very peculiar genre, which ranked as defi nitely higher than prose but through its unique beauty and perfection could aff ord to neglect the stricter norms of poetry. 105 Aft er all, among most Arab critics prose "was no more than poetry without meter and without continuous rhyme, "
106 and the distinction ran along a line of content and meaning, of objective versus imaginative representation, rather than of formal outer appearance. 107 Second, it would seem obvious that an inimitable text (inimitable in a much more dramatic sense than Homer in Quintilian's words, or even the Bible in Augustine's) could not possibly serve as a basis for a prescriptive teaching of "how to write, " but might at most be exploited retrospectively as a tool for describing the key features of Arabic style. In fact, the early approaches are more descriptive than not, and they all emerge at the crossroads of religious worries and exegetical practices:
• the Iraqi al-Rummānī (889-994), in Ibn al-Nadīm's words "one of the most illustrious of the grammarians of al-Basrah and theologians of Baghdad, " 108 writes a Treatise on the Inimitability of the Qur' ān , containing a detailed account of the ten tropes to be found in the holy text (e.g., comparison, metaphor, hyperbole, paronomasia), but also of its peculiar stylistic virtues (clarity, conciseness, euphony); • the Persian al-Khat t ābī (931-998) insists on the Qur'ān as perfectly fulfi lling the threefold subdivision of Arabic style (the eloquent, the correct, and the current one) 109 and as an excellent work in its lexical choices, ideas, and intellectual structures, most of which escape the knowledge of human beings.
110 Al-Khat t ābī thus points to the holy text's miraculous nature in three respects, the lafz (word choice), the ma'nā (the meaning of words), and the naz m (ordering and style: etymologically, the "stringing of pearls"); 111 • the Iraqi al-Bāqillānī (d. 1013) also insists on the deliberate stylistic excellence of the Qur'ān 112 and argues that a peculiar linguistic skill is needed in order to properly understand the holy text 113 -a stance Mohammad would have probably disliked, as at least partially confl icting with the ideal of bayān ("distinctness") so characteristic of the Arabic language. 114 But the standard codifi cation of Arab balāgha , both in descriptive and in prescriptive terms, relies primarily on the work of a Persian scholar who, a few decades later, focused his analysis precisely on the elucidation of the features and virtues of the Qur'ān: I am referring to al-Jurjānī (d. 1078 or 1081), the highest theoretician of naz m , 115 who in his masterpiece Th e Mysteries of Eloquence ( Asrār al-balāgha ) 116 defi ned some of the central fi gures of speech (with a special attention to analogy, similes, comparisons, metaphors, etc.) not only as mere technical devices but also as refl ecting the psychological intention of the author(s) and the intended reaction of the audience. Tropes, in al-Jurjānī's view, are also indispensable tools for exegetes to use in achieving a correct interpretation of the Qur'ān, since they prevent readers from understanding it in either too literal or too metaphorical a sense. 117 It is no surprise, then, that in his Proofs for the Inimitability ( Dalā'il al-i'jāz ) 118 the same tools are exploited to eff ect a systematic analysis of speech by means of a series of rhetorical devices, all to be found in (and to be defi ned through) single passages of the Qur'ān.
Al-Jurjānī's work proved so eff ective that shortly aft er him al-Zamakhsharī (1075-1144), the mu'tazilite scholar from Khwarazm whose praise of Qur'ānic rhetoric we read at the beginning of this chapter, imported and exploited many of his principles both in his Chosen Fine Pearls of Metonymy, Metaphor and Simile 119 and in what happens to be perhaps the bulkiest and most infl uential medieval commentary on the Qur'ān, the Khashshaf . Rhetorical interests (sentence composition, imagery, discourse structure) are here paramount, 120 and in this case (as opposed to what had happened in the early period, and to what we have seen in the Greek tradition) we have a commentary drawing on a treatise, not the other way round.
On the whole, the role of the Qur'ān for the shaping of the Arabic identity of the umma is pretty obvious; as a further proof of this point, several of the scholars involved were living in Persia or in marginal regions of the Islamic world, where Arabic culture was daily confronted by other, no less powerful traditions.
121 Th at the style and rhetoric of the canonical text should represent part of the importance of that text to the community corresponds to what we have ascertained in the Greco-Latin tradition; however, the relevance of this process is here enhanced by the fact that the adoption of the canonical text into the frame of rhetorical analysis was prompted by religious concerns. Indeed, this powerful religious bias, the caution imposed on scholars by the unquestioned dogma of inimitability, and the general reliance on a centuries-old tradition may be thought to account for the lack of a comprehensive modern study of the rhetoric of the Qur'ān and its infl uence on the public and private discourse of Arabic-speaking communities down to our own day. 
Moses ibn Ezra
Hebrew grammar had a long history within the Masoretic and Rabbinic tradition before any outside (Arabic) catalyst such as Sibawāyhi's eighth-century handbook helped bring it to light in a systematic form.
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In much the same way, the study of biblical style and language permeated a signifi cant part of the midrashic or non-midrashic exegetical corpus handed down through generations of Jewish scholars, from Hillel the Elder's and Rabbi Ishmael's hermeneutical rules (fi rst century BCE and second century CE respectively) 124 to the advanced syntactical speculation of the Karaite movement, 125 and later from the complex methodology of the Talmud developed by Samson of Chinon (ca. 1260-1330) to the recurring stylistic and exegetical observations on biblical verses in some late medieval and Renaissance sermons. 126 But it was not until the interaction with Arabic prototypes that a standardized handbook of Hebrew rhetoric did appear, 127 from the pen of the fourth man on our list, the Sephardi scholar Moses ibn Ezra (ca. 1055-1138).
Among the general features of Jewish doctrine down to the Middle Ages, I shall single out for our ends just three. First, there was less motivation to promote biblical Hebrew as a linguistic or stylistic paradigm in communities that -for all their devotion to the language of the Holy Writ, which of course they mastered and studied -were largely speaking and writing in other languages, whether Aramaic in the second century CE or Arabic in medieval Andalusia and in the East:
128 Th e very extent to which Hebrew (rather than the vernacular) was used in sermons and preaching in Jewish communities throughout the Middle Ages is still a debated issue. 129 Second, especially in its Rabbinic component, Jewish doctrine was not greatly inclined to promote the direct study of scripture for its own, intellectual sake;
130 only the exegetical movement of the Karaites, starting in the ninth century, openly claimed the need for dealing with the text in a fresh way (the well-known motto attributed to ' Anan ben David, a major founder of the Karaite movement in the late eighth century, went: "Search well in Scripture and do not rely on my opinion"). 131 Finally, Jewish doctrine was also relatively accustomed to producing manuals or codifying disciplines and preferred to approach the wording of the holy text from a number of 124 Th is said, observations on the construction of discourse were by no means unknown to the Jewish scholars; later Geonic exegesis did show a close interest in textual phenomena even in aspects of detail, but its culminating point, namely Saadiah Gaon's Tafsīr ("Interpretation") on his own translation of the Bible, is largely indebted to Arabic prototypes. 133 Saadiah, who had also fashioned the fi rst grammar of Hebrew on Sibawāyhi's model, 134 not only envisaged a new type of organic biblical commentary almost entirely unknown to the atomizing midrash but also interspersed his commentary on the Pentateuch with references to metaphor ( majāz ), imagery, and so on, mostly following the methodology of his Arab counterparts. 135 Th e same claim, mutatis mutandis, applies to the Karaite scholars, who also lived in an Islamic environment, and who largely imitated their Arab predecessors when producing some of their earliest grammatical works: 136 Th ese were intended less as a guide to promote creative use of Hebrew than as essentially descriptive essays. 137 Against this background, Moses ibn Ezra's twelft h-century Book of Discussion and Conversation , a work written in Arabic and devoted to the illustration of poetry, rhetoric, and language but above all to the "ornaments of speech" (Arab. badī' ) in the Hebrew Bible (section 8), strikes a note of continuity and one of innovation. Th e continuity emerges if we consider that precious insights on single aspects of biblical rhetoric were already the heritage not only of most Rabbinic and Geonic traditions (above all Saadiah) but also of the Karaites; 138 the radical novelty lies in ibn Ezra's decision to orientate his analysis programmatically along the pattern of contemporary Arabic works on the same topic, spelling out at the outset that his primary aim was to show in detail (not as a vague statement Canonical texts and rhetorical theory of principle) that the Hebrew Bible had a literary and stylistic pedigree no poorer than Arabic poetry and the Qur'ān. 139 Now, this intellectual move cannot be understood outside the wider context of the medieval Andalusian melting pot: In the eleventh century, the inevitable dependence of Jewish scholars on Arabic patterns in disciplines such as grammar and linguistics (ibn Ezra acknowledges Hayyuj and Ibn Janah as his predecessors) 140 went hand in hand with a "cultural-nationalistic" claim about the excellence of the Bible, and above all with a new interest in its text (especially but not exclusively Job, Psalms, and Proverbs) as a source of inspiration for the production of modern Hebrew liturgical and secular poetry. Ibn Ezra himself was a distinguished lyric poet, and his growing interest in biblical rhetoric was accompanied by a parallel rise in the poetic activity of Andalusian Jewry -in much the same way as al-Mu'tazz had been prompted to codify the badī' by the rise of a "new" school of Arabic poetry in Iraq (see section 4 earlier in this chapter). 141 Since the tenth century, "just as the Muslims had understood language and poetics through the Qur'an, so the Jews understood language and poetics with reference to the Hebrew Bible, which they explained with the help of tools that were developed by the Muslims. " 142 Moses ibn Ezra declares that he is deriving his tools from the Arabs, but at the same time he gives support and substance to the contemporary writing of Hebrew verse by showing that biblical Hebrew, no matter what objections Muslims or even some Jewish scholars made, did possess a rhetorical structure that could well be appropriated for secular aims.
Indeed, ibn Ezra's point is that the stylistic perfection of the Hebrew Bible does not necessarily entail a "subcultural adaptation of the concept of i'jāz al-Qur' ān ": 143 His challenge is to consider the Bible as a divinely inspired but humanly produced piece of literature, and to unravel empirically the sacrosanct way in which the blessed prophets elaborated their texts to make them as persuasive and as stylistically brilliant as they actually are. 144 of ethnic pride, of identity lato sensu , and of poetical awareness: For this purpose, he focuses above all on the Psalms, on Job, and on the Proverbs, but he does not neglect the narrative books.
Th e infl uence of ibn Ezra's work on later Andalusian poets such as his pupil Judah Halevi was signifi cant, but its impact on scholastic practice (of which we unfortunately know little) and on scholarly trends must have been conversely rather modest, as is shown by the sheer fact that it circulated for a very long time in manuscript form. 145 Biblical rhetoric did not become a favourite theme for later Andalusian scholars, who were also living in a diff erent political situation; in later times some masters, such as Joseph ibn Shem Tob in his 'En ha-Qore (mid-fi ft eenth-century Spain), did appreciate rhetoric as "the best of the arts for preaching, " 146 but others viewed it as a rather reductive exegetical tool. 147 Even among contemporary scholars, the study of biblical rhetoric has not attracted as wide an interest as other aspects of Jewish culture. 148 to daily rhetorical practice sometimes followed surprisingly similar paths, even in matters of detail. 164 For instance, it might not be chance that from within these texts, persuasive speeches or elaborated tours de force, above all, were singled out for analysis or used as samples: the rheseis of Homer's characters, the pregnant lines of the prophets or the Psalms (particularly from a Christian point of view), and the more distinctly prescriptive of the Qur'ānic suras.
In all cases, it is clear that the reason for expanding the "power" of these canonical texts onto the domain of style and rhetoric had less to do with their self-evident features than with their cultural authority and the need to reaffi rm their hegemonic status. Th e text-workers who achieved the complex task of creating rhetorical handbooks from these texts acted both as teachers/practitioners in the classroom and as intellectuals committed to the higher goal of "defending" and "promoting" those texts in society, not by detecting hidden meanings and correspondences "behind" them (this was, aft er all, the allegorists' work) 165 but by presenting and highlighting -through a painstaking, sometimes all-too-subtle analysisrhetorical eff ectiveness as one of the texts' allegedly "innate" qualities.
Especially when centered, as it oft en was, on the concept of "inimitability, " this approach could easily lead to intercultural collisions. One can speculate what Rupert of Deutz, al-Zamakhsharī, Moses ibn Ezra, and Eustathius of Th essalonica could have said to each other, had they ever gathered in the same place to discuss rhetoric: Th ey would have probably found in stylistic arguments a common ground for pursuing the old contests between Homer and Moses, 166 between the Qur'ān and the Bible, 167 
